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The apparent empirical variation in morphological case can be constrained along at least three dimensions: variation in the expression of core arguments; overt vs. covert expression of case; and a distinction between argument and adjunct cases.
Cross-linguistic accounts of the variation in case marking among core arguments employ three argument-structural primitives: S -the sole argument of a one-place verb; A -the agent or most agent-like argument of a two-place verb; and P -the theme (patient) or most patient-like argument of a two-place verb (Comrie 1978; 1989; Dixon 1994 among others) . The three most common morphological case systems are "accusative", "ergative", and "neutral". Case systems where S and A are marked alike and contrast with P are known as "accusative"; such systems are well known from Latin, Greek, and the Balto-Slavic languages. This system is illustrated in (2), for Russian, and (3), for the Cushitic language Harar Oromo. The Russian example illustrates the cross-linguistically typical nominative-accusative pattern; Harar Oromo instantiates a morphologically less-frequent pattern where the nominative is overtly marked, but the accusative is not. The woman inside the market sold goods for me.' (Owens 1985:86) b. níitíi-n magaláa deeme woman-NOM market went 'The woman went to the market.' (Owens 1985:56) c. pro níitíi taná arke 3 woman.ACC this saw 'He saw this woman.' (Owens 1985:225) Case systems where S and P are marked alike and contrast with A are known as "ergative"; morphologically ergative languages include Basque, Georgian, Tongan, or Chukchi, illustrated in (4).
(4) a. keyŋ-e %tlʔ%g-%n t%m-nen Chukchi bear-ERG man-ABS kill-AOR.3SG:3SG
'The bear killed the man.'
b. %tlʔ%g-%n ret-gʔe man-ABS arrive-AOR.3SG
'The man arrived.'
In a "neutral" case system, the overt marking does not distinguish between S, A, and P: the surface form of a noun does not change depending on whether it is, for example, a subject or an object (this is the case for English outside of the pronominal system). Overt case marking is absent in Mandarin, Thai, Vietnamese, and all or most creole languages. In derivational approaches to grammar, the presence or absence of surface case marking is considered a matter of parametric variation (see Ouhalla 1991 (Bittner and Hale 1996:4) The accusative, ergative, neutral, and tripartite case systems are often referred to as different alignments, and have received significant attention in the typological literature (Silverstein 1976; Comrie 1989 among others) . Much of the theoretical interest surrounding alignment systems has to do with the correlation between case and agreement (see §3), the notion of splits (see Coon 2013a; 2013b and references therein), and the differences in abstract Case assignment between accusative and ergative systems (Aldridge 2004; Legate 2002; .
The number of distinct overt cases in a single language may vary significantly; one extreme is represented by languages with no morphological case marking whatsoever, while, at the other extreme, one finds languages with extremely rich case systems, such as Uralic, Dravidian, or Nakh-Dagestanian. Iggesen (2011) finds the distribution of morphological cases shown in Table   8 .1 in his language sample. The Nakh-Dagestanian languages represent perhaps the furthest extreme among rich case systems; some languages in this family appear to have fifty cases or more (Comrie and Polinsky 1998) . However, even in such case-rich languages, the number of argument cases is predictably small: the case(s) of subject, object, possessor, and indirect object (Blake 2001) . The majority of 5 other forms are represented by locative (adjunct) cases, which encode location and direction (Comrie and Polinsky 1998.) . Setting such adjunct cases aside, we can describe the availability of morphological cases within a given language by the following implicational hierarchy (cf.
Blake 2001 for a similar formulation):
(6) subject case/object case > possessor (genitive) case > indirect object (dative) case
Linguistic theory has gone beyond viewing case as a purely morphological phenomenon by extending the idea of dependency in a more general way. The notion of abstract Case can be used to predict the distribution of both overt and non-overt nominal forms, and may thus be thought of as one of the fundamental abstract syntactic relations in the mental grammar.
Vergnaud's conjecture, expressed in his 1977 letter to Chomsky advocating the principle of abstract Case, was an important step in the development of the idea. As summarized by Lasnik,
Vergnaud's now very familiar basic idea was that even languages like English with very little case morphology pattern with richly inflected languages in providing characteristic positions in which NPs with particular cases occur. (Lasnik 2008:18) We defer the discussion of the actual modeling of Case assignment to §3; in §2, we address the main motivations for positing abstract Case.
Abstract Case
Abstract Case (which we will refer to simply as Case, 2 below) is a primitive feature that reflects a relationship between an argument and its syntactic context; in other words, the assignment of abstract Case is determined by syntactic structure. The principles of Case assignment were grouped under the rubric of Case Theory, which included the following components:
(7) Case Uniqueness Principle: A lexical NP may receive only one Case.
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(8) Case Filter: Every lexical NP must be assigned Case (Chomsky and Lasnik 1977; Vergnaud 1977 Vergnaud /2008 (Gerdts and Youn 1988:160; Schütze 2001:194) The condition in (7) remains controversial and a number of researchers have argued that it may need to be relaxed (see, e.g., McCreight Young 1988; Bejar and Massam 2002; Richards 2013, among others), but we will not discuss the more complex issues of multiple case assignment (or "case-stacking") here.
The Case Filter (8) (16) * It was generally expected this rough patch.
(17) It was generally expected [that this rough patch was going to come].
The contrast between (16) and (17) The complementizer for assigns objective case, as shown by the form of the pronoun in (21a-b).
The presence in (21a-b) of objective case on what is clearly a subject illustrates the sort of problem one encounters when seeking a precise one-to-one mapping between grammatical functions (e.g. SUBJECT, OBJECT) and case markings (e.g. nominative, accusative/objective). In practice, these alignments are often imperfect.
While (21) 
Explanations

Case assigners
An ongoing issue in discussion of Case has been the distinction between Case-assigning and non-Case-assigning heads. In the preceding sections, we alluded to several such distinctions:
between verbal predicates (which can, in some cases, assign Case to their complements) and adjectival predicates (which cannot); between finite inflectional heads (which can assign Case to their clausal subjects) and non-finite ones (which cannot); and between active transitive verbs (which can assign Case to their complements) and passives (which cannot).
There have been attempts in the theoretical literature to derive at least some of these distinctions from deeper principles. Chomsky's (1981) dual binary-feature system, shown in given that accusative case assignment was a property of this verbalizing head, it was natural that adjectives would lack this capacity.
These newer approaches, however, still treated case itself as a sui generis syntactic feature. As noted in §2, such attempts to reduce case to grammatical function (e.g., SUBJECT) run into significant empirical problems. More recently, Pesetsky and Torrego (2001; 2007) Government by I 0 was considered to be responsible for the assignment of nominative case, which (in at least a subset of nominative-accusative languages) was coupled with movement of the governed phrase to the specifier position of the inflectional projection.
(34) 9 The term agreement should be understood here in the narrow sense, as morphophonologically overt co-variance between two morphosyntactic elements in one or more features of the set {number, person, gender/noun-class}.
CHA diagrams
Additionally, the structural relationship between a head and its specifier -or spec-head, for short -was afforded a special status, in that it could give rise to the sharing (or checking) of values between the phrase in specifier position and the head of the entire projection.
(35)
This dual role of I 0 captured the observed coupling of nominative case and finite agreement.
Notice that, at this stage of theoretical development, no causal relationship between case and agreement was assumed; the phrase governed by I 0 simply happened to be the one to move to [Spec, IP] , which in turn determined finite agreement on I 0 . Thus, it was perfectly possible to have other sources of case assignment -for example, inherent case assignment by of in Englishthat were associated with no agreement whatsoever.
The advent of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, et seq.) resulted in a subtle but important change in the logic of the case-agreement relationship. An increased interest in what "drove" certain syntactic operations led to the hypothesis that agreement was a fundamental need of the finite verb or tense/aspect-marker; this idea was reflected in the introduction of "uninterpretable features", elements of the derivation that would cause ill-formedness unless tended to by a particular syntactic operation. Agreement was construed as a response to the syntactic system's need to neutralize these uninterpretable features on the finite verb or tense/aspect-marker. This change in the theoretical treatment of agreement came with a concomitant change in the theory of case: the Case Filter was recast as an uninterpretable feature in its own right, which resided on noun phrases; it was assumed that this feature got "checked" The choice of case assignment was understood to be fundamentally linked to the identity of the head with which the noun phrase entered its agreement relationship (nominative for I 0 , accusative for V/v 0 , and so forth).
The changes brought on by Minimalism created a much tighter coupling between case and agreement than had existed before. Consider the fate of a noun phrase that is not the subject of a finite clause. Under the GB treatment, this noun phrase needed to satisfy the Case Filter, and did so if it stood in the appropriate structural relation (i.e., government) with an appropriate headfor example, a preposition, or a verb capable of assigning accusative case. There was no requirement that this noun phrase enter an agreement relationship with any other syntactic element (although this was of course possible if the language in question had agreeing prepositions and/or object-agreement). Under the MP treatment, however, no case assignment could exist without agreement: case assignment was now a "side effect" of a noun phrase entering into a full-fledged agreement relationship with a given head. Every overt noun phrase now needed an agreement relationship -observed or hypothesized -to explain how it could satisfy this new implementation of the Case Filter. 10 The qualifier full-fledged here is meant to distinguish agreement relations involving the full set of nominal features with relations involving only a subset of those features. This distinction is not crucial at the current juncture (although see below); for the purposes of the current discussion, it is sufficient to know that agreement between a finite verb or tense/aspect-marker and the subject is considered full-fledged.
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This path was not the only conceivable one that could have been taken. Indeed, an alternative view was articulated almost concurrently with the publication of Chomsky's (1995) "Minimalist Program": 11 [By] virtue of being licensed in situ by Case binders that are or contain functional heads, ergative and accusative arguments may agree with those heads. (Bittner and Hale 1996: 3)
The view espoused by Bittner and Hale holds that it is the assignment of case to (at least some) noun phrases that allows those noun phrases to control agreement, and not the other way around.
About a decade later, this same view on agreement was defended in greater detail within an entirely different view of case assignment. Bobaljik (2008) revived a set of typological observation made by Moravcsik (1974; concerning the set of arguments that are eligible to be targeted for agreement in a given language. But, while Moravcsik's observations were phrased in terms of grammatical functions ("subject", "object", "indirect object", "adverb"), Bobaljik demonstrated that the empirical coverage of those observations could be extended to cover ergative-absolutive languages and languages with 'quirky subjects' if the observations were phrased in terms of case marking, rather than grammatical functions.
The particular implementation adopted by Bobaljik cannot be properly illustrated without first discussing Marantz's (1991) configurational theory of case (see §3.3); however, the crucial observation is that, in a given language, the case marking borne by a DP is a better predictor of that DP's agreement pattern than its grammatical function is. Left as is, this observation -much like the previously discussed correlation between nominative case and finite agreement -would amount to a statement about correlation rather than causation. However, Bobaljik demonstrated that, although bearing the "correct" case marking is a necessary condition for agreement with a given noun phrase, it is not a sufficient condition; the agreement target must also be, structurally, the highest DP among those whose case qualifies them for agreement; furthermore, the agreement target must be sufficiently local to the head that agrees with it.
The observation that correct case marking is a necessary but insufficient condition for agreement crucially supports the view that assignment of case is a pre-condition to the calculus of agreement. This, of course, means that the MP view of case as a "side effect" of agreement is untenable; however, that view was in trouble independently of Bobaljik's observation (see, e.g., Preminger (2011) for a demonstration that absolutive in Basque does not arises via agreement, overt or otherwise).
Of course, for this new view of the interaction between case and agreement to be viable, there needs to be a theory of case assignment where case arises independently of (and prior to) agreement. Fortunately, this is provided by configurational approaches to case assignment, to which we turn next.
The structural determination of case: head-centered vs. configurational approaches
Since agreement has canonically been viewed as a relationship between a head and a phrase, the view of case as a by-product of agreement necessarily commits its proponents to the view that case likewise depends on the same structural relation. But, in actuality, it is feasible to ponder the structural conditions on case and agreement separately. Specifically, we might reject the MPstyle causal link between agreement and case while maintaining an MP-style structural condition on case assignment, consisting of (i) a c-command relation obtaining between a designated head and the relevant noun phrase and (ii) the absence of an intervening phase boundary or DP between the two. This approach can be contrasted with what is known as a configurational system of case assignment, in which noun phrases are assigned case by virtue of their structural position relative to certain lexical heads and, more importantly, to other noun phrases in the clause.
Implementations of configurational case assignment differ (see Bittner and Hale 1996; Marantz 1991; Yip et al. 1987 among others) , but all these approaches share the insight that accusative and ergative (see §1) can be given a unified treatment as dependent cases. While this insight is not entirely new, configurational approaches to case assignment take seriously the fact that both accusative and ergative are cases that typically depend on the presence of another, case-marked noun phrase in their local vicinity (see also Bobaljik 1993; Laka 1993) . Configurational approaches allow these cases to arise directly by virtue of the presence of this other noun phrase; the difference between accusative and ergative alignments then reduces to a question of location of dependent case assignment (i.e., whether the dependent case is assigned to the higher or lower of the two relevant noun phrases).
Another crucial virtue of configurational approaches to case assignment is their ability to account for so-called 'quirky case' languages. In Icelandic, the normal nominative-accusative pattern of case assignment in the clause is disrupted under certain circumstances -specifically, when the particular predicate chosen idiosyncratically selects a subject with non-nominative case (e.g., dative, genitive, or accusative; see Zaenen et al. 1985 and much subsequent literature for arguments that, despite being non-nominative, these arguments are indeed grammatical subjects).
Interestingly, selection of a quirky subject inhibits the appearance of accusative on the direct object; the direct object surfaces with nominative case in these instances. (Thráinsson 2007:172) Approaches to case that locate the ability to assign case in the functional infrastructure of the clause have difficulty accounting for the disappearance of the accusative; configurational approaches, on the other hand, handle these facts with ease.
Case in ergative languages
Case assignment in ergative languages, where the morphological case of the intransitive subject aligns with that of the transitive object, has posed particular challenges for Case theory.
Currently, there are several families of approaches to this pattern of case assignment, which we survey below.
The first family of approaches is configurational (see also §3.3). Under these approaches, the assignment (or "discharging") of ergative case is assumed to depend on some inherent morphosyntactic property of the clause in which the ergative case arises. In one variant of this approach, the Obligatory Case Parameter (Bobaljik 1993; Laka 1993) , ergative case emerges only when the absolutive has already been discharged within the same clause. In this view, the distinction between ergative alignment and accusative alignment arises from a parameter which requires the obligatory discharging of either "subject case" or "object case" (the former setting giving rise to an accusative alignment, the latter to an ergative one). In another variant of the configurational approach, Marantz's (1991) theory of dependent case, the emergence of ergative case depends not on the discharge of the absolutive, but on the presence of a non-oblique nominal which is distinct from, and syntactically lower than, the ergative nominal. 12 In this view, the parameter setting determines whether dependent case is assigned to the lower or higher of two distinct nominals (again, the former setting results in an accusative alignment and the latter in an ergative one).
The second family of analyses views the ergative as an inherent case. It is virtually uncontroversial that certain lexical heads in a given language place idiosyncratic requirements on the case borne by their arguments (e.g. different cases assigned by different prepositions, as, for example, in German). If we take seriously the status of v 0 as a lexical head introducing the external argument (see discussion and references in §3.1), then it is entirely possible that, in a given language, this lexeme would place the same sort of idiosyncratic case requirements upon the argument it introduces (i.e., the external argument). The result would be a particular case marking associated with the transitive subject, but not with the transitive object or the intransitive subject. The proposal that the ergative is assigned as an inherent case relies on two main types of evidence. First, in a number of ergative languages, the link between ergative case and the thematically agentive event participant seems quite strong; at least, it is stronger than the link between nominative case and the agent role. For instance, Laka (2006) argues for a strong connection between case and theta roles in Basque, which in turn favors the inherent-case approach to the ergative. 13 The second argument in favor of treating the ergative as an inherent case comes from case preservation under raising (see Woolford (2006) for discussion and examples).
14 Inherent case can be assigned to a DP directly by a verbal head, as suggested by Laka (2006) , 12 The term distinct here is meant to preclude positions occupied by a moved nominal in the course of the syntactic derivation from counting as separate operands for the calculation of dependent case.
20 Legate (2008) , and Aldridge (2004; , among others. On the other hand, Markman and Graschenkov (2012) and Polinsky (in press) argue that the thematic role of the agent is assigned to the subject not by a verbal projection but by a morphologically dependent adposition; the PP, in its entirety, is located in the specifier of the highest v 0 , which accounts for the subject properties of the ergative expression. Assuming that adpositions assign inherent case (cf. Landau 2010), 15 this brings the latter approach closer to that of Laka, Legate, and Aldridge. One of the challenges for the proposal that ergative is an inherent case lies in accounting for agreement patterns observed across ergative languages, which are far from uniform. Another dimension along which ergative languages differ has to do with the accessibility of the ergative expression to A-bar extraction under relativization, wh-question formation, or topicalization. Some ergative languages disallow such extraction for the ergative, but invariably permit it for the absolutive -a phenomenon known as "syntactic ergativity" (Manning 1996) . Such differences in agreement and extraction patterns have led to the idea that the ergative languages do not constitute a uniform class. A number of recent approaches, most notably those of Legate (2008) and Aldridge (2004; , pursue the idea that ergative languages fall into two distinct subtypes. In the first subtype, the absolutive corresponds to the nominative case and is assigned to the intransitive subject and the direct object by T; the ergative is treated as an inherent case. In these languages, only intransitive subjects can appear in control infinitives, the ergative is not accessible to A-bar movement, and agreement is determined by the absolutive DP. Examples of such languages include Seediq, Inuit, and Chukchi. In the second subtype, absolutive case is seen as a morphological default, inserted when a dedicated morphological realization is unavailable for a given abstract case. Intransitive subjects receive nominative Case and direct objects receive accusative Case, but the morphology of these cases is identical and its surface form is what we have come to call 'absolutive'. These languages use only the absolutive for DPs without dedicated abstract Case (e.g., hanging topics); since the morphological absolutive can appear on DPs marked with abstract Cases other than absolutive (lacking a distinct morphological form of their own), multiple absolutives can appear in a single clause. Finally, subject agreement in these languages may be triggered by all subjects, by the intransitive subject alone, or by the highest DP with structural Case (this last pattern is sometimes known as absolutive agreement). This subclass of ergative languages does not manifest syntactic ergativity -for example, it does not 21 impose extraction restrictions on the ergative argument.
Summary
In this chapter, we have presented and discussed the notions of morphological (surface) case and abstract Case, showing the empirical and theoretical motivation for each. The discussion of morphological case presented the dimensions of cross-linguistic variation found in this domain and surveyed main tendencies in the expression of case. Although significant variation is found in the expression of morphological case, this variation is constrained by certain limitations and tendencies, which we have attempted to outline. The notion of abstract Case is used to predict the distribution of overt and non-overt nominal forms, and is considered one of the fundamental abstract syntactic relations in linguistic theory. The main role of abstract Case is in constraining the distribution of various types of nominals. Accordingly, the formalization of abstract Case is an important task for modern linguistic theory. This article discusses A-licensing and case from a minimalist perspective, pursuing the idea that argument NPs cyclically enter a number of A-relations, rather than just a single one, resulting in event licensing, case licensing, and φ-licensing.
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